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PREFACE

This report is 2 review of a number of major studies of the
intelligence community made since the Joiat Study Group Report of
1960. This report was sclected as the starting point, because it had .

2 major impact on the evoluticn of the intelligence community. One

of its more significant resuits was the creation of the decline in the
power and independence of the individual Service intelligence agencies.
Moreover, institutions, relationships and distributions of responsibility
of the pre-1960 pericd bear little resemblance to those that have evolved
since that time. ' » -

The intelligence community is almost continuously under
review or examination. Hardly a year has passed since 1960 without
"2 major study of some aspect of intelligence activities being undertaken.
‘Sixteen such reports have been selected for this review as being sub-

stantively significant, or particularly effective in bringing about
improvement or advancing organizational evolution. The observations
and recommendations of these sixteen reports have been assembled
around & number of recurring topics and concerns. In this regard,
‘one cautionary note seems appropriate: The cumulative impact of this
review is necessarily more negative than the intelligence community’s
record of achievement would warré’n’c, because the source materials _
used naturally tend to address what is wrong rather than what is right
with intelligence activities. ' :

The individual reports themselves have been condensed, but

with all major points and recommendations preserved, and these are
attached as annexes to this study.
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The basic authority for the intelligence community is the
National Security Act of 1947, which has itsclf becn elaborated upon
seven times since by National Security Council Intelligence Dire
(NSCiD*s}. The most comiprenensive is NSCID-1, which delineates in
Director of Central Intelligcnce's Duties and Responsibilit
“The latest version of NSCID-1, wh evised in accordance with
lays the groundwork for

sader of the intelligence com-
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the President’s Directive of Novembper
the DCI to assume a greater role as

: munity, = development recommended by all major classified reviews

" of the comrmunity organization since 1960. These reports are virtually
unanimous in stating that the DCI should not be physically separated
from CIA in performing his community duties. An intelligence com-’

- munity stafi drawn from all the intelligence agencies has been consistently = \
recommended over the years, but little was done 2long this line until ’
it was unegquivocally directed by the President in 1971.

The United States Intelligence Board's functions and member- - ;

ship have been commented on frequently and usually not too favorably : ,

- in terrms of enchanced -management of the community. USIB's expertise

' jn substantive matters is effectively recognized in the President's 1971 . ?

.| Directive, which establishes the Board as one of two advisory bodies '

to the DCI, with the Intelligence Resources Advisory Committee (IRAC)
being created to assume the responsibility for resource meanagement.

The concentration under the Secretary of Defense of about . o ;
80 per cent of a1l intelligence resources made the establishment of the ‘ :
DCI's role in resource management for the community rather problematical. :
Despite the President's Directive charging the DCI with preparing a 1
consolidated intelligence program budget for all intelligence activities,
including factical, he is not yet fully in control of the situation. A
community resource management body was recommended in several
reports, particularly as resources became more limited and hard
choices a5 to program direction had to' be made. A number of proposals
were made over the years and the establishment of IRAC was intended
to give the DCI the ability to carry out his community management

‘responsibkilitics.

A single Defense intelligence authority has been sought since
the Joint Study Group Report of 1960. Successive reports have variously
proposed this role for the JCS, DIA and in the late 1960's for a new =
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official with a close relationship with the Secretary of Defense--first |
as a Special Assistant, thea as a part-time task for the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Administration, and finally for the Aszsistant
Secrctary of Defense for Intelligence. A single Defense intelligence !
agency has also been repeatedly proposed, first as a function of the
JCS, then as DIA, and then (after DIA ssemed unable to assume all . ',
intelligence tasks and the Service inteiligence agencies regained many :
of their prerogatives) as a new and powerful Director of Defense ' :
Intelligence or other new institutionzl creations. The President's
Directive of 1971, however, retained DIA as the prlmP Deiense
intelligence agency.

Fragmented Defense resource manzagement received frequent
mention and several suggestions aimed at curing the situation were made.
Nevertheless, centrzalized reviews of Defense resource allocations
did not begin until 1970, and only began to be done effectively when the
office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Intelligence was created
in 1972.

Long-range resource planning was advocated repeatedly in

many reports. It is still in the earliest stages of development and

was not singled out as a specific task for the DCI by the President's
Directive 0f 1971. Cross-program review of resources, also frequently _
referred to, has fared somewhat better, but it also is at an early .
stage of 1mplementat1_on as far as cost/effectiveness techniques for
cross-program evaluation are concerned. At present, the review’
‘Process centers on specific resource issues; true comparative
evaluation across several programs is yet to be a.chieved.

Central management and control of tactical intelligence -
resources has been hampered by continuing disagreements over criteria
for determining what is tactical intelligence, what is national intelli-
gence and what is force support intelligence, and thus properly organic - S
to the commands. Tactical intelligence resources have been estimated .
at about one-third of the budget of national intellig gence resources.

The President's Directive clearly charges the DCI with responsibility -
to include these resources in his consolidated intelligence budget,
but the means to do so are yet to be worked out. .

The contest between the National Security Agency (NSA) on
one hand and the JCS bolstered by tactical forces on the other for con-
trol of certain Sigint resources, primarily in the electronic intelligence
field, attracted attention of several review groups, particularly during
the Vietnam War. Most of the reports recommended that NSA retain. -
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control ever such Sigint resources and that if such resources were
needed by tactical commanders, they be budgeted for as paxt of the
tactical force budget, but nevertheless not be denied to national

intelligence users.

[

L‘i elhdence activities of the Department of State have

vely little in the reports reviewed. Concern over the
1

e e me < tam— ——— e

need for a twonc.l photo-intelligence cer-ter, found in "C")O“tS in the
’s has disappeared with the establishment of NP Worry

?»
d to NPIC's ability to hendle the workload as imagery

satellites became more eficctive and the "take' increasingly abundant,

‘The disarray of community intelligence requirements is .
mentioned a number of times, notably in the Cunningham Report of S .
1966. In the absence of consumer guidance as to the most important
matters, analysts tend to cover 21l bets by issuing requirements .
for much more information than was likely to be needed, or in fact
could ever be used. The President's Directive gave the DCI, as
one of his four major responsikilities, that of reconciling require-
ments and priorities within budgetary contraints and charged the
USIB to advise him in this regard. ‘

PRSP

Rela-,wely little space in thls report is devoted to collection
quectlcms- Reviews and inguiries into various collection systems ;
have been mumerous, but are generally too specialized and narrow

in scope to qualify for consideration by the Commission. The
important matter of evaluating the effectiveness of collection as a
whole is noted, but the difficulty of tying good information to the
‘sources that produced it has apparently made any systematic aoproc_ch
to this process uncertain and imperfect.

[N

Many reports, parti cularly in the mid- 1960's, referred to -
the inforrmation explosion as a major problem. Technical collection ' .
advances were creating floods of information with no proportional
increase in the analytical capacity to exploit it. The Schlesinger -
Report in 1971 pointed to the great increase in information coliected |
by technical means, but noted that there had been little progress in
developing human sources with access to foreign intentions, doctrines
or political processes. Improvement of the analytical functions and
the overali relevancy of the inteiligence product was likewdise of
considera®le concern, and many reports addressed it. The President's
Directive described the need for product improvement as urgent and .
established the NSC Intelligence Community (NSCIC) as a consumer.
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forum to give direction and guidance on ; tion and to evaluate :
the usef L.‘.:less of intelligence r directive and :
President Ford's letter of October r specific responsibility
on the DCr to assure that natio z telligence is of the highest quality [
to support foreign policy and rail perations. - ,
‘ P

Few topics received as mmuch attention in the reports as the :

need for consumer guidance to increase the pertinence and eifective- i

ness of community activities
that, in the abtsence of this guidence, the community was talking to
itself, producing agzinst its own reguirements and operating with
scant reference to what policy makers really needed. Both the
Schlesinger Report and the President's Directive called for better
consumer representation in community deliberations, and the NSCIC :
was set up to bring this about. ’ '

. Several reports pointed to the fact

v b e

As to the Clandestine Services and covert action, the general
finding of the reports that dealt with these subjects was that existing
control and supervision over covert operg.u ons was adeqguate and that
the imposition of further outside review authorities only carried the
additional risk of disclosure without ¢c:’ ng any important safeguards.
The reports were also strongly opposed to separating the Clandestine
Services from CIA or to spliting oif the covert action function.
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A. Tue Direction of the In:elligéncn:: Cornmunity

O

1. The Basic Authoritv

The organic law of the intelligence community is con-
tained in the National Security Act oil 917 as amended.
" Section 101 established the National Security Council to advise
the President with r c ntegration of domestic,
foreiga and military policies relating to the national securily.

Py
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Section 102 estztlished the Central Intelligence
under the National Security Council {NSC) to be h aded
Director of Central Intelligence {DCI), with a Deputy Director
-of Central Intelligenc act ior the DCI in his absence or’ - - -

- disability. : A . ' .

d- (’0
N
o
3
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"Section 102 further stipulates that it shall te the duty of
the Agzency (the Centrzl Intelligence Agency), for the purpose
of cocrdinating the intelligence activities of the several depart-
ments and agencies and under the direction of the NSC, to: R §

--advise the NSC concerning such intelligence -~ - -: '
activities as relate to national security;

--make recommendaticns to the NSC for the
coordination of such intelligence activities;

--correlate and evaluates intelligence relating to
“the national security and provide for the
dissemination within the government, provided
that the departments and other agencies shall
continue to collect, evaluate, correlate and
disseminate departmental intelligence, and
provided that the DCI shall ke responsible for
protecting intelligence sources and methods

from unauthorized disclosure;
--perform for existing intelligence agencies such
additional services of common concern as the
NSC determines can be more efficiently accom- .
plished centrally. : ‘ : !

To the extent recommended by the NSC and approved by
the President, intellizence of the departments and agencies
snall bz open to inspection by the DCI and shall be made avail-
able to the DCI for correlation, 2valuation and dissemination.
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Ths recognition in Section 102{d)(3) of the Act of depart—‘
mental intellizence as continuing to be provided by the several '
existing departments and agencies has had lasting im»o2ct on the
role of the DCI in coorcdinating the intelligence activities of the

~government. At the very least, the acknowledged responsibility
for departmental intelligence has per.zntted the various intelli-

gence services and agencies to continue to operate collection,
processing and production systems for their own needs, leadin

to duplication, contrasting views on sztwatmns, and a continuin

UC UQ

.resistance to any central authority.

" The provision that the DCI may inspeéct intelligence of
the departments and agencies, though limited by implication -
to substantive matters, has tended over the years to te extended .
beyond substance to management and lately to resource matters, "
and in effect constitutes the basis for the DCI's survey power.

The National Security Council, in order to regulate and
direct the intelligence activities of th2 government, has issued L
National Security Council Intelligence Directives (NSCID's) R et

. establishing basic policy for certain classes of intelligence :
activities. The number of NSCID's and their provisions have .
- ' - changed from time to time, but the present list of them is as N

follows: ‘ A i
NSCID-1 - Basic Duties and Responsibilities' :
NSCID-2 = Coordination of Overt Collection Activities »
NSCID-3. Coordination of Intelligence Production

.NSCID-4 | The Defector Program ’

NSCID-5 U.S. Espionage and Counter Int elligehc:e
- Activities Abroad :

"NSCID-6 'Signals Intelligence

NSCID-7 - Critical Intelligence Cornr'mm.ca.uons )

NSCID-8 - Photographic Interpretation S -

The NSCID's are further particularized and interpreted in
a series of Director of Central Intelligence Directives (DCID's),
related by number to the NSCID's from which they derive, which
form the basic documentary means of coordinating the intelligence
community, covering as they do in aggregate the greater part of
the community's varied activities. Most of the current NSCID's
and DCID's were last revised in 1972, so'they are relevant to
present-day organizations and functions. Efforts are under way _
to develop a single omnibus NSCID to incor?oraﬁe the provisions ,
of existing directives. : : I A
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The most far-reac

uties and i\eapons".)"'.iti-;-s. The current version, dated Fe
ruz=y 17, 1972, directs the DCI o ¢

ence activities of the Unitea diates; estal

[24

o

Security Council Intelligence Committee to give dlrertlon to
nationzl substantive intelligence and provide consumer evalua-
the nroducts; and directs the DCIto o

[

c an, review and
te all intelligence activities and the allocation of 21l
inteliigence rescurces, to produce national intel igence, to ' :
a ards and commitisss, and to establish and . :
r°qu1re“1e'1 s and prioritiss within budgetary con- s
straints. The DCI is also char g d to prepare and submit a
olidated intelligence program/budget, to issue DCID's as
opriate, to formulate ponc; on arrangements with foreign
governments on intelligence matters, 'to review security stan-
dards and practices, and to make such surveys of departmental
intelligence activities as he may deem necessary to his responsi-
bilities to the NSC. The directive goes on to establish the
Intelligence Resources Advisory Committee (IRAC) to advise
the DCI on the intelligence bu dg et and the alloczation of resou rces,
) to restructure the United States Intelligence Board (USIB) and define
. - more explicitly than before its responsibilities to the DCI; to
- - " ‘define national, departmental and ‘;Luerdepartmental intelligence;
Co to stipulate roles in the protection of intelligence sources and
- methods; and, for the first time, to define the community respon-
sibilities of the DCI.
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2. . The Director of Central Intelligence as Community Leader
As a result of the President’s Directive of November 1971
and under the revised NSCID-1 of February 1972, the DCI is
charged to seek the attainment of the following objectives as
essential to the efficient and effective functioning of the intelli- .
gence community: o : - C S :

L eareas e ceed @etrar s @ ares b

--continuing review of the responsiveness of the
U.S. intelligence effort to national requirements;
--assurance of authoritative and reaaonolble leader-
ship of the cemmunity;
--achievement of more e1f1<:1enx. use of intelligence
resources; : ) . '
--review and
elimination of

ry
L
[
[0

icn of intelligence functions and ..

inefficient or outmoded activities;

--improvemnent in the quality, scope and timeliness
of the community product;

--enhancement of U.S ohcy through the pro'nsmn
‘and use of nationa

et

intelligence e
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The Joint Study Grous Reoort of 10560 observed that there ' A ‘
was no common under how to ac‘l eve coordin atlon, T
that the role of the DC

b

and that ther

S e
to operate. The report noted that coosrdination could
as either command or persuasion and that it could b
through le'ade:s’ni in new intelligence programs, id

of new problem areas

R LR

2 &
right to survey inte ligence activities, and
lems by agreed coopara ,
Even in 19560 the Joint S‘.udy Croup was, uréing a at?‘on'n.r man-
agement role on the DCI and recemmended that he act to achieve
more effective community coo “dmau » through "command -

n

channels.” This recommendation was approved by the NSC.
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In 1968 the Eaten Report urged the DCI to make authorita-
tive and consistent dete--‘-i:’_ations 2s to the validity of require-
_ ments in relation to the costs of meeting them and the effective-
o ness of resources in satisfying intelligence needs. The broad
' | guidance needed from the DCI could be in the form of 2 proposed’
: National Intelligence Plan setting forth objectives, targets and
prlorlnes for the Secretary of Defense, the community and A
program managers so that resources would be available to ' i
respond to present and ioreseeabdls requirements. ’ ’

- e ey

In 1969 the Bross Report, addressrw the co*r'm:.nvty role
of the DCI, observed that both President Kennedy (January 16,
1962) 2nd President Johnson (September 24, 1965) had charactarized
the DCI as the "princinal intelligence o“lcer of the government"
~and had directed the DC3I to act as the leader of the 1‘1;.e1110ence
community as his primary w_sk

The Schlesinger Report in March 1971 proposed three
options for the creation of a leader of the community who would
control intellizence resources, z‘tznage most resources, and

~ coordinate resources appropriated clsewhere. The first opticn
was a Director of Naticnel Int ligence who would control all

21
major intelligence resources, leaving the Defense Department

e . e @ SN S ya ) g 8 PSie e s W B ae

e o

only the tactical. The second option was a Direcior of Central ... ;
ot el i
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Intellizence wiwo would preserve the rele

DCI a: that time, cxcent for thz re
wtelligence prog T

Cca‘-dn tor of National Intelligence as an NSC or White

overseer with em pl

needs and output ev

N
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dirccting the Director of Central Ix Lclli- ence to assume icader-

ship of the community in planning, reviewing, coordinating and !
. h S .
;

evaluating all int=lligence programs and activities, and in the
production of mfe lligence. I shall look to him to improve the
performance of the community, to provide his judgments on t
eificiency and ef’ecuveness of all intelligence programs and
activities (including tactical intelligence), and to recommeand
the appropriate allocation of resources to be devoted to intelii-
gence.' NSCID-1 of February 1972 was written to implement

the President's Directive. »

PO R Ry

President Ford, in his October 9, 1974, letter. rezaffirmed
s " the responsibilities charged to the DCI as "leader of the intelli-
‘gence community. ‘

3. The Seaaratlon "of the DCI from CIA -

From time to time proposals have been made to sepa.rate
the DCI from the agency which he heads, usually on the grounds
that to do so would enable him to play a more active role in
managing or directing the community. Such an idea appears in
the Joint Study Group Report of 1960, the Bross Report in 1969 .
and the Schlesinger Report of 1971, but is by no means confined
to these references. The studies covered in this review have
come out against such a move, but the idea reappears alinost
every time the scope of DCI powers are under discussion.

The Joint Study Group of 1960 observed that it was possible :
to separate the DCI from CIA with a small community staif oxr
with 2 larger group to carry on the estimating of current intelligence :
and planning functions as well. It was noted that such a move :
would require a change in existing legislation and, moreover,
would deny the President one man to look to for substance as
well as covert action and could lcad to the formation of a large ™ .
DCI staff duplicating much of what CIA could provide. The ~° °

' Defense member of the Study Group, contending that DCI COO*d],‘lc_- o ]

——ee
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tion was 3t working, suggesicd immadiats
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other members preferred irviny '.';1—: idea of a2 cornmunity stafl ;

for the DCI drawn from all community agencies to handle

coordination nroblems befcre so drn stic a step was taken. Such

a staff was not formed, however, and the idea of separaling the
o

&

DCI from the Agency for more fresdom to coordinate the com- Lo
munity persisted.
During the staifi discussions in the preparztion of the Eaton i
- T
r

Report of 1968, the idea rea poeared in the novel suggesiion that

the DCI be seoara*ed from CIA so that he could exercise cen-

tralized au»norltv over bo.... CiA and N SA effectively insulzting
a

e e

the latter from encroachments it was then experisncing from
the Services and the Joint Chiefs of Shau (JCS). This s

did not surface in the final Eaton Report.
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The Bross Report in 1969 referr o the proposals to
‘separate the DCI from the Agency and est ablish him as over-all
coordinator in the Executive Office Building and obsaerved that
any such move would create a sucstan—‘.i 1 legal protlem in view
of the National Security Act of 1927, arly establishing the
DCI as the head of CIA. Moreover,
move would mean the dismemberment of elaborate arrangements
in CIA to support the DCI in the production of nat tional intelligence.
In addition, to function as coordinator, the DCI would need a
substantial stafi for support of national functions which would .
clearly be too large to fit in the Executive Office Bt..llc':ng.
Without such back-up, it would be impossible for the DCI,
the Yprincipal intelligence officez' to authenticate the sign if - S
cance of substantive developments or the value of resource
‘ pr_ograms and a.ctivities. ! ' )

[T
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T_ Bross said such a
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The third option in the Schlesinger Report in 1971 for a
leader of the community posed a Coordinator of National Intelli-
gence in the NSC or White House staif structure. Schlesinger
noted that such a position would not require legislative action,
but could lead to unproductive competition between the Coordinator
and the White House staff and would he less likely than the other
opticns to accomplish the improvements in product and resource
economies the President was seeking. . .

The President's Dircctive in November 1971 in selectin
Schles-“ger s second option--a DCI with much the same as hi
existing authorities--implicitly rejects the separation of the DCI ...
from CIA. The Directive states that the DCI must delegate
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direct zithority 6 the Deputy Director {as far as is possible

without legislation) for the pilans programs a2nd day-to-day

of CTA and must assume overzil lecadership of the

cormmmunity. Much the same enjoinder was made by Presidents
n

Kennedsy znd Johnson.

s 2n 2lternative to separating the DCI irom CIA, the
Joint Study Group ia 1940 rec ommended the formation of 2 DCI

commurity through revising NSCID's and DCID's, was regarded

elsewhare as part of CIA and did not meet the need for a manaze-
ment unit to support the DCI in cooxrdina
of the Qffice of National Estimates and t

[l

ion apart from the help
he CIA Directorates. The

vl

~“Group Zeport recommended a full-time stz2if of professionals,

loyal te the community 2t large and solely responsible to the DCI
to 2ssist him through use of the survey powers provided in NSCID-1.

Tr: 1962 the Kirkpatrick-Schuyler-Coyne Report noted the
then current plan to abolish the DCI's Assistant for Coordination
(held by General Truscott) and to replace it with a post designated
as the Assistant-for Coordination and Community Guidance. The
Report recommended this office be responsible for representing
the DCTI in contact with senior intelligence officials, developing
Signit policy, reviewing community efforts in support of national
policy, and reviewing CIA efforts as they related to the community's

- efiorts. The Report further recommended that the group be staffed

with senior professionals since problems hitherto defying solution -
woulé need to be confronted. ' '

The position of Deputy to the DCI for National Intelligence
Programs Evaluation (NIPE) was established in 1963 under John
Bross with 2 staif larger than General Truscott's and with similar
respcnsibilitiés. Personnel were entirely irom CIA, so.a com-
munity character for the staff was not established, although it
began to move outside CIA’into community problems.

The Eaton Report in 1968 urged the DCI to coasider not
only Greoadening the functional scope, but also strengthening the
renresentation of the military and civilian intelligence community
on the staff (NIPE) which assists him in discharging his national
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plannin and orozram guidance respunsibilities. It recommended .
the 1m.1u on Tor extended tours of senior military cificers, '
Foreign Ser “ce Qificers and oihiers with approprizte expertise, : !

and nated that such a staff structure would contribute to more
objective planning and evaluation; ensure the needs of the military
would not be cverlooked; and raise confidence in the proposed
National Inteiiigeonce Plan and short-te

m program guidance.

s}

The Bross Report of 1259 racommended that the NIPE
pz
Y

staff be ex

anded and its mission clarified, The staif should

kave the authority to deal with all components in the CIA, support
the newly crezted National Intelli gence Resources Board (NIRB)
(set up to advise the DCI on resource issues), hold custody of the
Target Oriented Display (developed to relate costs oi resources
to their substa=ntive targets), represent the DCI in Defense pro-
gram reviews, produce long-range intelligence plans, provide

’ 'systems analysis support to the DCI and maintain relations with

he Presideni's Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board (PFIAB).

Bross also asked that the chairmen of USIB resource-related:
committees ke placed on the NIPE stafi. In the next three years,
the NIPE staif grew slowly, but still drawing its people from

' CIA except for a National qecurﬁ:y Agency (NSA) representative
* added in 1972.

rad b e @ peae

In 1971 the Schlesinger Report observed that, although

the DCI had established a NIPE staff and the NIRB, efforts at
management through these institutions were being resisted and
their contribution to the DCI's authority was small.  Schlesinger
believed the DCIi's staif should at least have prowr am and budget .
authority over resources; control over allocated resources;
supervision of R&D; inspection of program operations; and the .
‘review, if nct the original production, of national intelligence 5
estimates and net assessments. ' o T : o

The President's Directive of 1 November 191.,. instructed in - o
nequivocal terms th2 formation of an increased and restructered :

pe;sonal stafi for the DCI to assist him in carrying out his responsi- :

bilities as ccordinator and in playing a major rolp in tlwe resolution i

‘of major issues. ) :

When XMr. Schlesinger became the DCI in February 1973, . :
one of his first actions was to transform the L'IPE_sLa“ into the . ... _ :
Intelligence Community staff and to man it with 2 much larger :'
praportion of officers assigned from Defense, notably from DIA i
and from cutside the community. T

T Al
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o 1 d
ve Sody emphasizing estimates, but b by no meazans
devo:‘xnu equal ti its coordinating responsibilities. It had
failed to produce an overall pro to guide the cormmunity,
and problems beiore the Board were all too frequently merely
noted or referred to a committee. The Joint St udy Group Resort
recommended that USIB have a management mechanism for
problems involving several parts of the community, and these
problems should be carefully screened before coming before
the Boarzd. The NSC proposed that the screen 1ing and manage -
ment role be assigned to the DCI's Assistant for Coordination,
‘a2 measure whi h ziled to be carried out.

ther reviews of the community during the 1960's toucHed
rather lightly on USIB matters, generally observing USIB's
inabiiity or reluctance to deal with resource matte rs and the fact
that USIB requirements would require more resources than were
currently available to cover the needs--and the resources Lhem—
selves were under pressure for reduction.

The Schlesinger Reoort was quite’ empnatlc in describing
the USIB as ireffective ccause it was 2 collection of equals;
it was dominated by pLoAuCLrs and some col-ec:ors who avoided.
criticizing each cther; its requirements could mean all things
to all ccl.ec..o*s and failed to control collection; and it had no
consumer rcpresentatives as members and so could not reflect
consumer guidance. After noting these deficiencies, the

~—

Schlesinger Revort merely noted, without any specific proposals,
the possible need to restructure the Board or perhaps to replac

it or add to it 2 Consumer Council to provide consumer repre-
‘sentaticn in community dlscu>s1ons. - : .
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The Presidenils Directive in November 1971 directed
that 7°SiB be reconstituted under the DCI's chairmanship to
serve as one of the two major community committee advise

tees to
the DCI--one fo product‘on znd requirsments (USIB) and one
fo;. rcsource c.}_,.\. OCa ) .

ofi USID has come in forx e, The
Joint Study Group in 1950 ob_;ected to0 the prepconderance of
militzry members, with the three Scrvices and the JCS each

member, and suggested a reduction to four members--the

a
DCI, State, Defense and the JCS, with the FFBI an nd AEC
T

presented when their interests were affected. The creation
of the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) in 1961 socon led to the
replacement of JCS representation and the downgrading of

Serv 'c epresevxtatlves as observers; DIA represented Defense,
except for the National Security Agency.

The Fitzhugh Report of July 1970 concurxred in this arra.nO'e—
ment in proposing to replace DIA with the su ggested new Director

‘of Defense Intelligence 2s the only Defense member. The same

12552

~—

proposal appeared in the Schiesinger Report 2 year later.
The President's November 1971 Directive and the NSCID-1

of February 1972 established USIB membership as the DCI;

the Deputy Director of Central Intelligence (who had long

represented CIA); the Director of Intelligence and Research,

(State Department); and representatives of NSA, DIA, AEC,

FBI and Treasury. In addition, representatives of the Assistant

Secretary of Defense/Intelligence (ASD/I) and the National.

Recconaissance Office (NRQO) are present for most GSIB meet-

ings to participate in resource matters.

The Role of the Executive Commmittee

The Executive Committee for the National Reconnzissance
Office is now composed of the DCI, as chairman, the Assistant
Secretary of Defense/Intelligence and the Director of NRO, ex
officio. ExCom, as this group has come to be known, formerly
included the President’s Scientific Advisor. Since this position
was abolished in 1972, there has been no channel for the intro-
duction into intelligence matters, even as technical as those
concerning the NRO, of scientific advice at a level to draw on .
the Sest such information as can be made availa.bla ExCom is-

also freguently attend=d by observers from the Sta Depc_rtmc.m., :

[ERCSpvR.
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CIA, NSC, DDR&E of Defense, and the Office of Management : ;
and Budget (OMB). The ExCom meets three or four times a .
year, in close tie with the budget cycle, and concerns itseld
and deployment proo—
lems of the U.S. overhead reconnaissance effort, . :
The ExCom was established in
2

mainly with planning R&D, procurement

365 after a series of
i

differences between the Air Force iA over rcles and
missions in overhead recoanaissance, which were accommodated : :

- -

s
to some degree in an agreement of August 19%5.

The Long-Range Plan of CIA in 1965 urged strong DCI-
USIB direction of overhead reconnaissance, in view of the fact
that such systems lent themselves to quite direct guidance, in
order to maintain some control over the large costs of overhead
collection. The National Reconnaissance Program is still con-
ducted 2s to missions and targeting in response to direction
from USIB through committees of Comiree (The Committee on
Imagery Reconnaissance and Exploitation).

sremre

The Eaton Report in 1968 called for close NRO-NSA
collaboration to eliminate marginal overhead Signit collection
i systems and to determine if some conventional electronic
. " .intelligence (Elint) collection, then covered from ground
stations, might be better done by satellite. The Bross Report
in 1969 suggested that thought be given to improving means to
insure that allocations of responsibility and funds for overhead
- . reconnaissance research be as equitable as possible between
" CIA and the Air Force. This matter continues as a major con-
cern of ExCom. ' , . :

- The Froehlke Reoort in 1969 proposed an ,:.\ecutlve
‘Council for Deferise Intelligence to either supetrsede or serve
in addition to the ExCom. Membership was to be the Deputy
Secretary of Defense, as chairman; the DCI, the President's
Scientific Advisor; the Chairman of the JCS; the Director of
Defense Research and Engineering (DDR&E);and the proposed
Special Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Intelligence--
an expansion of ExCom membership at that time. -The proposed
Council was to have broader powers than ExCom had over all
Defense resource programs as to level of effort, allocations
of R&D funds and responsibilities, program modifications,
and resource issues. The Froehlke proposal was not Caj.r,.ed Oht
ir this particular.
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coverzga, virtually ignored the matter of ExCom and overhead

reconnaissznce except to observe that thes transfer of 21l NRO

assets 1o 2 =ingle manager (instead of tiwe split mapageinent betw
— CIA znd the Air Force) would save an estimated in

1572 and oy 1975, No recommeandation was made

2s to the Identity of the ''single manager.' The President's

Dir pd 1 2g
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tews of the intellizence community--the Joint
riations Commmittee

Froehlke Report, the Fiizhug

nd others not covered by

i k) 2
~zt the much fraamentec

5
e}
ju.
)-l
i

ivities under a single
authority wheo wou 16. assign tasks to the Services or other ;

The Joint Study Group in 1960 observed that, although
the Defense Reorcanization Act of 1958 was bringing about a
stronger JCS, 'th:s was ot curing management problems of
Defense intelligence. he Study Group proposed revising
NSCID's so as to assign responszolhx.y for all military intell o
gence to the Secretary of Defense, who could then delegate b
specific tasks to the Services and JCS as he saw fit. The —_—
Secretary of Defense would thus serve as the authoritative R L
focal point to maintain cognizance over resources and reduce ) o
waste and duplication. ' ' ‘ S ‘

e s aranm et e ¢ e

The House Appropriations Committee Investigative Team
(HACIT) Report in 1968 recalled that when DIA was established
in 1961, it was intended to have responsibility for the overall
management of all Defense intellig gence assets, but that DIA had
been unable to carry this out laroely btecause the Services had
not assigned to DIA officers trained in management and systems
analysis.

o

The Frochlke Report in 1969 went back to the creation
in 1953 of the position of Assistant to the Secretary of Defense
(Special Operations) which had existed until the formation of
DIA in 1661. This assistant was to have had sweeping powers ST
to recommend policies, guide programming, review plans and
progrc_ms; develop DOD positions on intelligence issues and
recommend economies to ihe Secretary. In practice, the
p051 ion was orimarily concernad with NSA and in even this case
1 by the lack of clear-cut resource authority.

FOPU

3 [N
[0 )84

cd

s the position had were transferred to DIA,
upation with substantive matters led to the atrophy i
of its zssigned management responsibilities. Mr. Froehl e was - I

L

thus led to recommend to the Secretary of Defense the c.ppom‘t‘d nt
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e offered three
woke Congressional
afi should be at

the fragmentation

m_rn"m't‘; Mr. Froehlke believed

w1

ence co
sistant task 14 ot be a full-time cne,
. .
£ i

L

vou

seguently ass gned most of the responsibilities
s s position as Assistant

Secretary of Defense/Administration. The nucleus of the

4

resent ASD /I roganization was formed.
O

The Fitzhugh Report of 1970 echoed Mr. Froehlke's
recommendations in calling for a single individual to represent
the Secretary of Defense in dealing with other intelligence
agencies ard to coordinate and direct 21l intelligence activities"’
in Defense. This position was to be a2 full-time Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Intelligence, replacing the Assistant
Secretary for Administration.

The Schlesinger t{e:)ort a year later, 111\e wise noted the
lack of central management of Defense intelligence activities

and the fact that the ASD/A was ineffective in this role because
he could not contrcl all Defense intelligence programs and was,
besides, preoccupied with administrative concerns. Schlesinger
supported the Fitzhugh recommendation for a full-time ASD /1

as a second alternative to an even more powerful Director of
Defense Intellizence with control-over 21l intelligence activities
and resources, including tactical, and with clear-cut authority
to speak for the Secreary of Defense in all intelligence matters.

The President's Directive of 1971 did not address directly’
ence autaority in Defense, but did
collecticn, largely managed by Defense,
e ve maragement . and closer ceor-
lligence programs.
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igence-~related activities are
=

arrizd on by DDR&E, Systems Analysis, DIA znd the JCS

much of the fragmentation is being reduced by the authority

,-.
2
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5 en th
efense. The Joint Study Group tenta-
tively suggested that integration of the Service intelligence
+

intelligence service for Defense, even though the special

1+ g g cmnt b

expertise of the Services would still be needed. The implica-~
tion in the Study Group Report was that the JCS, gaining '
authority since the Defense Reorganization Act of 1958, might
be that single service. This one ofifhand suggestion is pointed
_to as the origin of DIA, which was estzblished shortly there-
after in 1961. ' o

" The effort to centralize Defense intelligence activities
seems to have been leit to DIA to work out for several years
after it was formed. The HACIT Report in 1968 noted that,
while DIA was originally intended to produce all finished
intelligence for all Defense components and for national level’
production, it had become so overloaded that much of its basic
work was being subcontracted back to the Services while DIA
was trending toward becoming more of a manager of production
than 2 producer. As for the Service intelligence organizations,
they had nearly doubled in personnel since DIA was formed.

By 1969 it appears to have been generally recognized
that the DIA solution was not enough, and 2 more powerful
central authority was needed. The Froehlke Report called
for a Special Assistant to the Secretary of Defense, but did
not mention DIA as such. The Fitzhugh Report in 1970 propocsed
a second Deputy Secretary of Defense for Operations (requiring
a legislative change) and under him an ASD/I with the additional
title of Director of Defense Intellisence (DDI). This official
would be the Defense representative on USIB; direct and control
all Defense intelligence activities not organic to combat forces;
review 21l intelligence programs and recommend resource

Vs e
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trions; review 2nd evaluats ements for collection
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and producticn and cvaluate the - c conduct periodic
evaluztions of Defense intzlligence processes; review and _
consolidate intelligence R&D; and d~-‘elop procedures to protect
sources and methods. Under the DDI there would be a Defense
Security Command controlling 211 Defense collection activities
not organic to combat forces, znd a Defense Intelligence
Preoducticn Agency to replace DIA, The latter would provide
current intelligence, threat assessmeants, finished intelligence
znd estimztes, and would manzze and coordinate 2ll Defense
intelligence production, including that organic to combat forces.
A

The Schlesinger Report in 1971 supported the Fitzhugh
le.

recommendations for a Director of Defense Intelligerce in c:ontrOL

of 21l intelligence production znd resources and oifered a less
poweriul ASD/I as a2 second option. The President's Directive
in November 1971, however, called for the retention of DIA
which was to be fully responsive to ths JCS for sx,.pport of
military planning and operations. :

The Auvthority of NSA Versus the Military S

The position of NSA and its Direcior vis-a-vis the JCS

‘has been a2 recurring concern in several of the reports covered

in this review--in the Joint Study Group Report, the Eaton
Report, the Bross Report and the Fitzhugh Repori. The core

f this issue has been control over collection resources, largely
for electronic intelligence (Elint) purposes‘

The Joint Study Group Report in 1960 exp*e;sed doubt

that the major portion of Elint resources should be in the Unified
and Specified Commands (U-S Comumeands), a situation which
worked against unified control of U.S. Sigint activities, but also

- noted that dynamic and aggressive le ade*s”np on the part of the
ed

Director of NSA (D/NSA) was nzeded to handle the problem. NSA
s being adversely aifected by the concept of partnership with

tv:_e Services, and more and more of NSA's authority was being

exercised by the military departments and the Service Cryptologic

Age*’cﬁes (SCA's). The Study Group reemphasized that it was

NSA's responsibility under NSCID-6 to develop an effective,
cnified organization and to control the activities of the SCA's

f necessary with the help of the Szcretary of Defense to en301n
ull cooperation by the military departments. The Report

recormmmended the Secretary of Def move to place more of

the Elint resources under NSA and to review the partnership

' ty' of the DlIECIOI’ of NSA

H. pde
4]
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w
H ®
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concent so as to strengthen the autho

. ! ' : = e e L
over the SCA's. : )
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budzeted for NSA bLut nz2eded b ilarly duriang i
the Vietnzmm *War), the WSA-S 4 in ths :
Ezton Report in 1988, This confidence |
between NSA and the Service ility to i
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The Ezton Report recommended strengihening of the
autberity of NSA over the SCA's; review by D /NSA of the SCA's i

~

use of resources; and resistance to further military remole
of Sizint resources from NSA's control. The principle was-
.stated that, if military Elint resources were properly part of
. a tactical force, they shculd be considered as organic to that
force as its weapons and sheould be budgeted for as such and A @
subjected to the same constraints as other force-related ' :
budget items. "'The fact that these resources will have to be »
evaluated against other Service requirements should discipline L
their acquisitionin the face of budgetary and cther limits."

In 1969 the Bross Report echoed the Ezton views and
called for the development of criteria by whkich resources could be
identified as either national or tactical, 're'co:nrnending that if in
doukt, the resources should be designated nztionzl. Bross also |
agreed with Eaton that when resources were Sesignated 2s f
‘tactical, they should be removed from the 1.3"»:1110°nf'e program f
in Pefense-Precgram III and enter the generzal forces program- |

Program II and there compete for funds with other general
force items. Froehlke commented on the NSA-Services prob-
lem only 2s a further illustration of the fragmmentation of
intelligence activitics and the need for 2n avthority to resolve ;o
the issue.
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The F“zhugh Report ‘n 1970 seems to be the high point
for the authority of the Director of NSA. As head of the pro- .

posed Defe:‘;s» Security Command (DSECC) the Director of : I

3 1

NSA would "comumnand ail uebiuna.;ed Deifiense collection and

wapr o

processing activities, delegating management as necessary."
Implicitly, under such overwhelming d.uLhOrll-y', the SCA
problam would disa

[{4]

oo
K

ar.

The Schlesinger Report in 1971 merely noted the disarray
in Defense managemsnt where N

erevin mpen s wirr W otee

SA was unable to control the

SCA's to develop 2 cohersnt Sigint program and recommended ' :

establishing NSA as a truly national cryptolegic service, con-

solidating the SCA's and saving in one year alone. 25}“%
. The Presidential Directive in 1971 called for a uniiied

National Cryptologic Command under the Director of NSA to
be established by Defense directive.

The concept of a Central Security Service {CS5) derives
from Schlesinger's recommendaglon, and the Director of NSA
has the CSS as part of his title. In practical fact, 2 CS5 has
never come about, and the stz2ff set up for it has dwindled to

- " " about five pecple. Nevertheless, with this idea and the
progressive Sigint withdrawal from overseas where the inter-
cept stations were manned by SCA personnel, the power and
independence of the SCA's are waning and z single national
cryptologic service is becoming more of a possibility.

P PR PRI T TTT SPR P RT LR

4., The State Department, the Foreign Service and Intelligence
There has been little mention of the State Department,

jts Bureau of Intelligence Research or the Foreign Service
in the studies read ior this review. The Jeint Study Group
commented that State 2nd the Foreign Service seemed.indifferen
to intelligence and recommended that State place more emphas i
on intellizence in indocirinating field personnel. The Kirkparick-
Schuyler-Coyne Report in'1962 only urged CIA to establish
central coordination and control over contacts by Clandestine
Service personnel with counterparts in State arnd drew atten-.
tion to the psrennial differences between State znd CIA over

e A 4 ANy g B0 OB Bepl § 083 e (4 e SRR BYSIP LS AY 0B TP ey

Cemare sens

cover positions abrozd. The Shute Report in 1067 called on
State to restore its membersnip in the Nation Indications
Center to ensure political views were reflected in strategic

warning analysis. The Katzenback Report of 1§67 touches on’
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er a major source of dispute, the prob-

lem of the manugement and location of a naticnal photo int2rpre-
tation center was addressed in several reoor,s-—uhe Joint
Study C-roup, Kirkpz:rizk-Schuyler-Ceyne, the CIA Lo

Range Plan, the Shute znd Bross Raports.

In connection with what was then called visuzl-aerial
collection, the Joint Study Group Report in 1960 noted that
CIA was de"eloplrwcr a photo interpretation (PI) center in
collaboration with Army and Navy, and that ancther center
was under development at the Strategic Air Command. The
two centers would need to be br ought together fcr the best use
of SAMOS photography, and the community had agreed thata
central PI facility shou ld be established for quick, initial read-
out, with the interpretation and collzteral data then going to the
agencies for more s_,ec' lized interpretation. he question
was whether such a center should be in CIA or in Defesnse.
If the prime need were for strategic warning, Defense should

- have it, particularly since Congress would be reluctant to

increase CIA's budget. In any case, the decision should be
reached through consultation between the DCI and the Secretary

_of Defense and a new NSCID drawn up to reflect the decision
- (subsequently NSCID-38).

The Kirkpatrick-Schuyler-Coyne Report in 1962 called
for USIB to review the workload at what had come to be called
the National Phnoto Interpretation Center (NPIC}; it was doubtful
NPIC could keep up with the volumes of satellite photography

expected in the coming months and prompt processing was a must.

The Long-Range Plan of CIA in 1965 also noted that NPIC
was having its troubles with the information explosion and called
for a reviaw of NSCID-8, particularly the provision for the
transier of NPIC to Defense in wartime. It also noted that NPIC
personnel increases 2s projected would account for over half of
CIA's expinsicn over the next five years, but acknowledged that
more trained photo izierpreters would be essen Lla,l to keep up
with the flow of photography.
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information and sugcested NIC-NPIC joint read-out tearms
. " :‘

The Bross Report ia 1969 obsarved that, while NPIC
seemed appropriately located in the ! irectorate of Intelligence
in CIA, fuiure developments migh: zrgue for a quasi-independent
status for it as a service of comrmon concern as future imagery

- oS ot < RS W B SIS SR O G o

colleciion expanded.

.~ .

Neither the Schlesinger Report nor the Presidential
Directive in 1§71 addressed NPIC as an issue.
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1. The Auvzhorityv of tha DCI over Resources

ed. This section addresses the specific
act to the community's resources. This
ss clear and established than the DCI’s pesition

uthority for the community’s product. The

The general authority of the DCI as coramunity leader

a
ed for overall resource authority is of fairly recent origin; it
s e upward growth of comimunity budgets

bas been hzlied and hzrd choices have had to be made on the
ations of reductions in allocations.

‘The Joint Study Group Report and others in the early and
mid-1960's are silent on resource authority and management,
but by the time of the Zatcn Report in 1968, it was being proposed
- that the DCI take a greater part in Defense resource decisions,

primarily by establishing general guidance, planning and com-

Loe o - B ———— - . . v~

paring rescurce options to anticipated community needs.

The Bross Report in 1969 was the first of the studies used
in this review to include DCI responsibility in the resource area
. as part of the coordination of national intelligence activities, the
resporsibility being to ensure that resources produce the informa-
tion needed by policy makers. This report compiained that no
- mechanism existed to review and control the four large intelli-
gence resource programs in their entirety and that resource issues
were identified and decided so rapidly that the DCI was unable to
formvclate his position as part of the decision process, particularly ;
in terms of the substantive impacts of resource choices. DBross 4 !
looked ta the Target Oriented Display resource accounting system b
and the National Intelligence Resources Board as means of keeping T
in touch with issues and permitting the DCI to have greater influence
in program Teviews. |

A 0 450 T T GO B 45 e o S BORe  Tewerg PR g s

Neither the Froehlke nor the Fitzhugh Reports, which were
concerned with the Dele¢nse Department, addressed themselves
to the DCi's role in resource rmanagsment.

The Schlesinger Report in 1971 notes correctly that the
DCI's authority in resources had been minimal because he was
esseptially a competitor for resources for Agency programs and
could expect little influence over the 85 per cent of the total |
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ity resources which were under control of the Secrctary

cre of little value o the DCI, and
c

¢ matters. Schlesinzer's ontions

stronger community leader clearly included control over

r
all resources in one case and a review function in the other by
means of 2 Consolidated Intelligence Program and Budget to be !

presented to the President.

This view seems to be reflecied in the Presidential Directive
of Noverzber 1971, which charged the DCI to plan and review all
intelligence activities and the allocaiion of 2ll inteliigence resources
through preparing a consolidated intelligence program bud
which would include tactical intelligzence. President Ford, in
his letter of October G, 1974, asked the DCI to cor
exercise leadership by planning and reviewing all intelligence
programs and resources, including tactical intelligence, for
consolidated program budget, considering the comparative .
effectiveness of collection programs and relative priorities - o
among intelligence targets, e P T B

T
fodo
]
o
[§]
et
(o]

2. A Comumunity Rescurce Management Body _
.. As is the case with 2ll aspects of resource management, i

there was little pressure to evaluate and control resource levels b
.and allocations while budgetary trends were climbing upward.

In the late 1960's rising manpower costs, increased cost and - |
complexity of collection systems and growing manpower figufes

for community agencies ran into Bureau of the Budget, Presi- ‘
dential and Cangressional opposition, and the need became all ' 3

too apparent for some means of limiiting the upward trend and
distributing available dollars where they would do the most good. '

. e,

The Joint Study Group Report called on USIB to play a more
constructive role in ccrmmunity management and suggested that
agencies' intelligence programs be reviewed by USIB for con-
sistency and zdherence to guidance before being submitted as :
budget items. The report recognized that USIB as then con- S
stituted would be unable to do this, but proposed that 2 managé-
ment group of senior officials from zl1l the agencies be set up
under USIB for program review. The NSC,in gding over the

e aee

im.

Group's recommendations, proposed this function be moved to the .
DCI's Assistant for Ccordination. The Groun also noted that !
differences in agency accounting systems made track keeping - .

difficult 2and urged USIB to refine techniques for cost and manpower ?
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sserved that no mechanism
& resource programs in their

7

[=]
B resource-related committees had rot been
m bevend layintf on req;-'? eme n..s.

cutive Council for

In some rat her va gue respects, the Exe
e in 1 59, might have
gl

Defense Intelligence, suzges ed by Froenl

it gmde and participate in the Lormulat'ion of resource programs
and advise the Secretary of Defense on appropriate resource
levels, allocations and the approval of programs, and since its
membership included the DCI and the Scientific Advisor in adchtlon.
to serior Defense officials.

The Fitzhugh Report of 1970 failed to address community
management and concentrated on Defense management machinery.
Schlesinger in 1971 noted that DCI efforts at maraoemept through

NIPE a.nd NIRDB were resisted and generally ineffective and that
USIB was likewise ineifective in a2 management role, but failed
to specify an alternative communrity dewce that might work.

The President's Directive in November 1971 did, however,

go to this pro®lem by crezting an ‘-_‘nﬁelhgence Resnurces Advisory
cmmittee {IRAC), chaired Ly the DCI with senior members from

Defense, State, OMB and CIA to advice the DCI on the preparation

<
of the intellizence budzet and the allocation of resourc2s amoan
progzra:mms. 220 and iLs Working Groun constitute todav's
community management device and are p rogressively Llllmc out

the role such a tody must play. -
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The HACIT Report of 168 noted DIA's inability to exercise
overall management cf DO i:ztellige::ce asssts baczuse of a2 :
shortage of managemsnt-trained officers and commented that G
- DIA's Consolidated Intelligence Prograra (CIP) lacked hard :
criteria as o what should be included in it. Moreover, the bl
CIP was too detailed and onercus, requiring about 175, 000 )

man hours to prepare required inputs. Mana ement by resource
issue was proposed a2s a more effective meth od and attention

was urged to the developmental work on this theme being done '
in ASD/Syst ms Analysis. ' ' g

The Ezaton Report in 1668 called for z central review in
Defense where all programs could be locked at as a whole,
otherwise the magnitude of the intelligence effort would reach

unacceptable proporiions, and in the ensuing reductions, effective . -
rescurces cowld suffer aleng with marginal ones. The Sccretary

of Defense should ensure that the Consolidated Cryptologic
Program (CCP) was oroperly reviewed, compared and subject
to a single decision procedure prooerly phased with the budget
cycle. '

The Bross Report in 1§69 cited as a most perplexing nrob-
lem the provisicon for centralized review of the thiiree large
Defense programs to =nsure they were 2fiiciently interrelated.
Control channels difiered for each program, although the DCI

Iy e
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- M. Frochlke, as ASD/Administration, went directly to
the prablem by recommending to Mr. Laird that he name one
individual to act as the Special Assistant to the Secretary of
Defense to be responsible for intelligence resource management
and ta act as adviser on all other intelligence matters. He
would mzke the trade-oifs among the problems and act for

sraas ems oy e o

the Se:c*-etarw in directing certain broad management activities o
other than resources. H=2 would not manage 'ra_c?:ical resources, : |

but skould be cognizant of them and their impact on national
- resovrces. He would set up 2 Consolidated Defense Intelligence
' Program {CDIP) for all Delense intelligence r2sources and
. develcp a Five-Year Intelligence Resource Plan for future
. allocations. Mr. Froehlke got the job,and as he observed,
not a full-time one. '

e
cr

was .

o pian

The Fitzhugh Report in 1970 found it necessary to observe
that there was little or no coordination of scattered Defense
inteliigence activities leading to much duplication, waste and

cvercollection of unusable information. The Parnel called for f ;
-estalblishing 2 second Daouty Secretary for Operations and . ;

Secretary's agent in intelligence meatters through | |
ence to serve also as Director of Defense Intelli-
1d review 2ll programs, evaluate activities

to the Deputy Secretary of Defense for Operations

2 .
makirg him th
an &ASD f_...a. lige
gence. e wo
and recomman
on altscstions.

ﬂ UQ (D

D..

Tha Schlesinger Report Asclared that

'u

3
manzgement, ASD/Administration was proving ineifective
because he could not cortrol all programs and was more absorbed
in administrative matters, and the Deputy Sec
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to devote much fime to inteliizance. e supported the Fitzhugh
port in its call for a2 Dire cto” oi Defense Tmcdige; ca, or an

®
ASD/I full time as a weaker :.J.ltr:r:m:lve The Pr

lec
programs (largely fizza;-ced by Dafense) must comme uude
effective management and coordination with other intelligence
programs.

I.ong-Ranze Planning

Lonv-range
intelligence ccm i : : ge (15 year)
Plan directed oy A confined

‘to CIA, there have bee-.- no real plans made for any organization

or function. Papers calied "Plans" exist 2ll cver, but they are

. seldom more than assemblies of objectives and could stand

unchanged {and often do) for years. Certainly, nothing resembling

a community plan was attempted until late 1972, and that was

necessarily quite generzal in tone.
The Joint Study Group Report in its last chaster, "The F "ure, "

observed that intelligence was too often the handmaiden to curren

operations to the detriment of long-term considerations. Atte

tion should be paid tc future troubles and future tec-.no‘ocfz.cal K

developments. The community should set up arrangements for

planning its work and anticipating its problems as far ahead as

it can. Lyman Kirkpatrick, who chaired the Joint St tudy Group,

logically got the job five years later to put together the Raborr

Long-Range Plan for CIA in 1965. The plan projected interna-

tional situations as far ahead as it reasonably could and tried to

sketch out what these would require in CIA responses. It also

took note of internal Agency trends, projecting them out to where

decisions would be required or procedures adjusted; for example,

the probable mass retirement in the early 1970's -of thefirst

generation of CIA and the manning ‘and management problems

this would cause. The plan expatiated on the virtues of o}.anning

and called for the setting up of 2 permanent planning staff

During the late 1360's such planning as then was part of
the Planning, Prograrmming and Budzzts System (PPES) set in
vogue under McNamara in Defense.. This planning was essen tially
short term (five years at best) and confined to a given agency,
practically by definition. The HACIT Report of 1908 only brushes
the planning idea, largely as necessary for resource issue suudj;. L
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Resources Plaq to improve resour

c
future needs in mind as a key respo
Assistant being propos=d. Sucha p 1
early resource decisions {especially for long lead item
explore the likely adequacy of resources & st future need,
and analyze resource implications of future requirements. The
Schlesinger Report of 1971 notes that the absence of planning has
led to overempohasis on ccllection and es of volumes of
information beyond any prospect of being used, but fails to
specify the need for planring and the means to develop it. The
President's Directive of 1371 failed to assign planning as a
'specific task to any of the organizations it established to sup:zort
the expanded role of the DCI.

0

Cross-Program Review

The concept of cross-program review is a2 recent develop-
ment. Most of the 1950's were taken v3 in irying to find out how
best to review a single proegram, and practice varied from very
detailed scrutiny (a2s with the CCP) to practically no review at all
(2s with the NRP). Cross-program review bacame 2 reasonable
procedure only with the emergence in Mr. Froehlke's staif of a
resource authority, .ostensibly over.all programs, althoughn it
took several years to 'normalize* the NRO which refused even
to participate in the first such review in the surmmer of 1970.

Cne major block to cruss-program review has always
been the great differences in accounting procedures among the
programs and the differing standards as to what is in and what
is cut of each program. Somc eiforts at standardization have

been attempted--notably tlie Target-Oriented Dls;ﬂay its succassor

the Consolidatzd Intellizence Resource Information System (CIRIS),
and the studies of a potential Intelligence Management Inf o-;..at;or\
System {IMIS). As yet, no final solution has been found. o
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cutting~--~90 per cen
the

increases rat going costs--and in manjower
ontrol, ;\«Ioreover, the differences in cost structures between
the CID and the Service and other budgets made ultimate track-
ing betwsen 5rogram and '“udgct line items "ir‘cually impossible,
especizliy Oserations and Mantenance {O&M) which accounted
for 45 per ce\nt of tha p ogram. Instead of ihe C P ne report
suggested worxing through specific resource issues to get at

prozram probdlems. The Eaton Report noted briefly similar
problems ‘with the CCP. The CDIE proposed by Froehlke to
enfold all three major Defense programs, has encountered the
same obstacles, but can transcend them by being content with
fairly large aggregations as building blocks.

Another problem in cross-program review is the identifi-
cation and selection of resource issues. In basic terms, this
means that, confronted with a hard Congressional or Presidentizl

ceiling on the total intelligence effort, where are cuts taken so
as to let some more useful or future-oriented project or opera-
tion grow and yet stay under the dollar or manpower limits?
This brings in the art of evaluation, and there has not yet been
developed a2 way to measure the value of information produced
versus the cost of its acquisition in a uniform way for all the
elements in all the programs. Systems have been proposed,
but none yet adopted to replace the subjective "feel” by partici-
pants in the cross-program review. This can lead to an impres-
sion of arbitrariness, especially by those whose pro_]ects are
cut, and reclamas are much resorted to.

The nature of the sitvation with which cross-program
review must contend is best described by Schlesinger. More
or less verbatim, his report says: ' "

In recent years the line between military and
noumilitary intelligzence has faded; S&T intelligence
is worked on by everyone; national and tactical
intelligence are harder to s2parate; and technical
advances have created new collection possunhtles
which do not fit into traditional divisions and are not
covered by any uniform national policy. With no -
governing body over the community, the cermmunity -
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per cent o"' the
Comraunity members compete
imance based cn collection
reat redundance of data.
in operation beyond

and 25 they age, they drop irom
:-.nd are taken over at commeand and

redundant data. The co‘----.urwty s crrowtn has been
nplanned and unguided; resource decisicns hav
g t’be

w
been made without serious forward planning;
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ine his needs; the producer

O
(o]
o]
o
£
M
H
by
\Y
}4e
,-J
[}
ct
(o]
jeB
(¢
-t

encouraces collection just in case; and the collector
n

are few attempts at int eracencv trade offs and ' .
comparisons. Budgeiary control is no substitute '
for centralized mana ement

6 _Control of R&D

R&D decisions are 3ecuna.r1y important and expensive.
With each approval of an R&D proposal, there is implicit
acceptance of the cost- tail reaching beyond it in testing, pro-
curements, trzining, deployment and ultimetely repla.’cement
and termina’-:ion._ . '

In 1950 the Joint Study Group took note of the absence of
R&D coordinziion, with overlapping projects being developed
without refersnce to one another, and recor:*_mended closer
Defense-Ci contacts on R&D pI‘OpOSc.lS with intelligence uses.
In 1962 the Kirzkpatrick-Schuyler-Coyne Report recommended that
CIA R&D be plzced under the new Deputy Director for Research
for better conirel and economy, but that it drop com.-OY as a

project became operat ional; its per<o*mel as scientists would be
relatively inenperienced at operation The Long- ’R,L‘Ue Plan
of CIA in 1755 recommendad that the A.GPI".\_', set aside 3 per cent

to 5 per cent of its budget for lond—nerm research not toc be
diverted by da;
Report of 1362 noted the unique R&D position of ClA's Dwre«.to,.a..e

f Science 2nd Techn olcrrv where R&D could be fo\:\.sed en..:.?-ely'

v-to-day technica al requirements.: The Bross

-, © eimea anasvas
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sources under the military depart-

mmeands and their component
subject for years. During the
nUMercs eted for by NSA in the CCP
Report weighed in a2gainst
e, repeated by Bross, that

r used for tactical ends

nrograms of the Services

tition with weapon

Fay

2s national r

[¢)]

this practice
resources des
should be put o
and kept thare a: dgeted in comps 3 _
other cost items in that program. Because of vax ,ring criteria
for identification, the actual aggregate cost of tactical intelli-
gence is virtually impossible to determine, although it is
estimated to te about one-third of the atiributed sum to national
intelligence. Control of this vast aggregztion is thus a most
important matter,

In the 19560's and earlier, it was unthinkable that the DCI
should have any handle on tactical intelligence; this was clearly

up to the JCS and the Services.  As it has become more and

more essentizal that intelligence be brought under fiscal control,

attention has been drawn to the need for the DCI as the principal
.intelligence oiiicer of the goveranment to be able to speak for
tacticzl, as

well as national, resources and so this charge was
put on him by President Nixon's Directive in 1971 and reiterated

in P’rcsiuem Ford's letter of Cctober 9, 1974,

1

The ¥~ CIT Report in .L?O

cf tactical zssets of use tO national intellizence lay cutside it an

were thus not under DIA scrutiny for efficiency and duplication.
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in discussing DiA's Conso icda ted
Intelligence Plan noted that thz plan was blurred by the la
firm critcria as to -wvhat should ba ncluded in it and that a nu rber

Services, for their part, were
at the trend toward centralizing -
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in NS Iunctiscas traditionally pers ior:‘.‘.r.d for the S—*‘-vices b';

se fu:
the event of a CI‘lSiS or war. Tnls wes
Elint resources, which in many cases,
hable from those of Electronic

s

ive itactical commeanders operational
'co*x.trol over rescurces needed in operations while recognizing
that distinctions between national and tactical were often

artificizl. In case of doutt, the c‘101ce should be to designate
the regsource zs patlovxal.

The Froehlke Report had the proposed Special Assistant.
e for tacticzl resources, but aware of them ior
their impacts on national intelligence. Fitzhugh narrowed
‘tactical' to resources organic to combat forces and also
excluded them from the control cf his proposed Director cf
Defense Intelligence, although he would have the authority to
coordinate ;mue]ligence production which was organic to combat

forces.

_ The Schlesinger Report in 1971 would have the Director
of Defense Intelligence responsible for tactical, as well as
rational, resources. Schlesinger estimated that the DDI's
review of tactical intelligence could save $12 million in'1972
and $200 million by 1975. The President in November 1971 said
he wovuld lock to the DCI to provide judgments on the efficiency
and effectiveness of all intelligence programs and activities

(including tactical intelligence) and to recommend the appropriate |

alloczticn of resources to be devoted to intelligence. .

Tactical intelligence resources are too numerous, diverse
and scattered to be bro* g under supervision easily. Implemen-
crity and responsibility for tactical
resocurces will be a slow precess.

1,

1Lt
taticn of the DCi's new auth
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C iz t caucse cfi their very
bulk, of iittle vse to'collection. The situation is aggravated by the
tendency of anzlysts to find it casier to put out another requirement
rather than sezreh the files to see if the information is already
available. ‘

The Joint Study Group observed in 1950 that there was no

mechanism to guide collection by selective levying of requirements

and evaluatin
to check if th

nformation returned. There was no single place
d informsztion was alrcady available. There
‘e in too many re q rirements mills. USI3's
'ntelligence Cbjectives (PNIOs) were ineffective

i t

ot

vere too man ‘,

s were heavily duplicative as among

o across-the-board coordination and no
‘central review or clearing hou’se. The whole area of requirements
was severely undisciplined. The Study recommended that USIB set
up a central requirements facility and a program for uniform USIB

- collection guides and country basis, leaving specific requirements
to the severzl agencies. It alsc recommended that military require-
ments be coordinated within Defense to reduce duplication and avoid
concentration on low-level targets.

The Cuban Missile Crisiz Post Mortem in 1§62 noted that, while
inteiligence reguirements were comprehensive, they failed adequately
to target the offensive aspects of
too all-inclusive.

o}

the Soviet build-up and tended to be

ighter control
g that 2 continuing chal;enge over the
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irements in a discriminating
arge could be met in part by the

and cost~effectiveness technigues to
. .
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ctors would

e g would tead to i
get what was easy to get regardie=< of the priority' or lack of it. The !
com*u.n-‘.y hzd cnly the to correlate one

ollection system w e e on what it

-

could uniquely co, h between

n

what was essentizl in in ) and what was @ ice to know.
As to the manzgement of requiraments, the Report declared *hat
razard and co ation imperfect. There was too

validaticn was hapn
little communicati

- o ooy d ane

c im
n analysts and collectors so that analysts
could know what eac '1 coll r le of, and requirements were
rocessing and anzlytical abilities to handle
d. The Cunningham Repor‘., in an effort to
r

some degree of control, set forth the

issued with no attention %o
the informeation regueste
bring requirements unde
following guidelines:

define the Covernment's needs;
challenge the comumunity's assumptions :
identify the most important gaps and prioritize them
reduce the volume of 1'e:c:L;n'em.ents;

.hl

. T et WY &L o At B SSUPAt P P At o b P § o 4

train the zralysts to write fewer but better requirements;

discriminzie between the important and the trivial;
record orzl reguirements; ¢

-e

:
t
t
H

systematize the validation of requiremaents;
improve aanzlyst-collector communicaticn;
systemat:

ze cperational s;ppo:t; o o
analyze the true need for any new collection system; -
evaluate what has already been collected; - o ‘
stop covering the whole world superfiicially. : - i

(‘l‘

Iz 1968, the HACIT Report was guite critical of DIA's handling _ v
ments., DIA collection and management was by SICRs 3
igence Collection Reguirement), Vcrlfyxng that an
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memory of the validator. SICRe are oiten too broad, are levied on
the wrong coliect i ge

0
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eczzlons. No crit r information
lnst the & of get it {a muc! ated th ) T!‘- Taten

ai k SICGINT.
nc on

The Froehlke Report in 1909 touched lightly on requirements,

obszrving that there was no way to evaluate reoulre*n\_‘-fa in terms

of thjectives. No one knew the minimum level of information that
wo:id satisfy a requirement, but that resource limits would force

the community to co’lcc‘_ at minimum levels so as to Ieave increasingly

.sczrce assets free to cover ‘her needs. The Fitzhugn Report in

1970 alszo roted that more information was being collected than could
ever be used 2nd that ’c ere was no procedare {o evaluate the validity
of requirements, the effectiveness of collection production and the
valus cf the product.

The Sch;.eqn*e* Report in 1971 observed that USIB's requirements

were too 2ll-inclusive.and that this robbed them of effect. This

siinztion hampered USIB's role in managing resources; it would be
diificult to press for reductions when standing USIB requirements

-called for more resources than the com'nuuuy had.

The President's Directive of November 1971 assigned as one of
DCI's four major responsibilities the reconciling of intelligence
ret_::-.s.remeats and priorities within budgetary constraints and chaxged
US3 to advise arnd assist the DCI in carrying out this responsibility.
President ¥ :d's letter of October 1974 continues this charge on the
DC. the annual censolidated program budget should consider the
eness of collection programs and the relative

ec
pri-’:ities among intelligence targets. )
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nguisn., “This situa
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o requiremen-‘:s with consequeni: cffect n decisions
to acquire new collection systems.
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The Cunningham Re.;ort in 1966 is more extensive in
‘discussing this problem. It noted that evaluation by analystis
ganize , wasteful and burdensomea. The initiative
for evaluation often came from the collector fo the analyst,

r, not wiching to cut off a possible source of
'r;e collector and ask for "more of the
actual or potential need. As a result,
collectors acquired favorable "report cards, ! regardless
of true performance or the community's need for their
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inforrnztion in the light of other sources. In addition, certain

‘collectors resisted evaluation and were reluctant to risk their

systems or operations to comparison with others. As a

partial solution, the report recommended that more contact

be encourazged between analvst and collector
e

nd that analysts
roviding themn

a

maore aware of the costs of systems D

information. '1" port also abserved that the variety of
o

a situatlon was so diverse
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ci what the Covcernnrent needed from intslil ,

of sources' relevance o consurmer need:s :

zt test, in the aras for i

While the Cunninzham Report deals spc.czfmally with
colloction evaluation, other revorts treat it "nolxculv in

! and <up“)o ted
hen recuctions are neces

i e needs as exp sod ina -‘\Tatlo 1al
Inteiiigence Plan. These determin t ons and derived DCI
s ol

hese in
“ . ] - - . - . -~ |
guidance should provide a basis fcr decisior 25 to what resourcss. ;
shauld be reduced, =xpanded, or replaced with new systems. ' R
|

The Froehlke Report in 19569 set as one major objective a.
meckanism for meaking comparisons amoeng programs toward
developing the most eificient intelligence system, implicitly
based on some means of distinguishing the productive collector
from the less so. The F Fitzhugh Report in 1970 also noted the
absence of any effective mechanism to allocate collection
resources for the most economical ccllection effort or to
evaiuate the effectiveness of collection and p.roduction. ‘
Throughout the Schlesinger Report, the inability of the com-
muanity to identify and promote the effective collectors and
reduce the ineffective is pointed to 2s an example of manage-
ment shertceming recuiring change and-correction. The
consumer fzils to define his needs, the producer encourages
collectien just in case, and the collector emphasizes quantity
over quality. The emphasis on collection as the keyito. success

dowmplays production and analysis and output is guided oy
callection and tnchnolcgy.
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3. Expansion of Overt Collection o ' I S :
Overt collection seems often to be overloo&ed in the S SO
emphasis on clandestine and technical collectors, but.overtly
acquired information is the bedrock of much intelligence analysis
"The Joint Stady Group urged greater use of FSOs, Attaches
and contacts with U.S. business with interests abrcad to
increase the flow of this useful data and hoped that MAAGs
_could 2150 be encouraged by the JCS to use their accesses for . *
~intelligence purposes. ] odi1 ,
4
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compounded

articularly
se in the mid-60's
ing {AD?) was looked to for solutlons,

i s
and the Flan, noting expenditures of for collection
and oxly on ADP, urged sizeable increases in the
~ADP effcTi under an Agency-wide plan. ' '

The Cunningham Report in 1566 cri ‘.1c14.ed the ethic of the
Long Range Plan for its "More is Beiter' emphasis and
rejected the implicit idea that anything can be solved by adding
more facts. We were hypnotized by statisiics and bits of
informztion, particularly in the "nil'?ta*y and academia. The
Drcbl—m_, as Cunninghar saw it, was that once we developed
a cgllscticn capability we used it, and it acquired 2 momentum
of its cwa, controlling us, rather thzn vice wversa. For
examole, the programming of photo-satellite launches was
mare geverned by the need for more photography. In informsztion
cormommunications, where CIA was handl 1ng| |~1es<ages'in
1933, it w=zz handling I:lm 1965, an increase of__ltimes.
And =1l $his data was multiplied many times over by the

inciscrirminate use of xeroxes everywhere. The great problem
was to determine what to store and reirieve by ADP, and this

le)
(ea

e derived from some new and rigorous
bout znd for. The

t
defizition of what intelligence was 2ll a
unmmzszged state of intelligence hzd led to 2 huge proliferation

£ e
-
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In 1967, the Shute Report, in examining the warning

potential of new technical cclleciion systems on the drawing
boards, warned that informaeation floods of unimeaginable
proportions could be expected which could make the search
for indications of hostile intentions even more difficult.

In 1968, the HACIT Report strengly cri_ticized the DIA - . i -

Iy - S,
Minicard data storage and retrieval system as being tco slow,
poor in coding and poor in reproducing documents as needed.
Thnis was no help to anzlysts in coping with the streams of !

"'documents crossing their desks. Furthermore, there was less _ ]
and less com patibil*ty among DOD document systems.
-  Inadequate retrieval af ected the overall effectiveness of
. intelligence and only accelerated the information explosion.’
If it were impossible to know what data is available, there was
no ground to deny 2 reguirement for collecting more of the
same. Distrusting central files, analysts set up their own
in 2 duplicative and wasteful manner, and, because of the
incompatibilities among systems, become more and more tied
to one data base or only a fraction of it. .
The Ezton Report in 1967 an8 the Bross Report in 1969
made somsa scattered references to the information explosion, !
Bross tentatively proposing a limit on the number of publications (

circulated cutside the producing department or agency in
order to cut down the flow of paper about the community.

The Fitzhugh Report in 1970 observed that the imbalances

in allocating resources were leading to much more informaticn
being collected than could ever be used, and the tendency !
of the community to produce intelligence for the community
was only aggravating the paper problem.

T e e e -
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2. Improving the Pro
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The Kirkpatrick-Schuyler-Ccyne Report of 1962 noted the o

need to impose some form of centrol and recommended that

21l CIA rneterial going to the White House be channeled

through a focal point in the DDI. State Department had been

unhappy at the disseminaticn to the White House of uncoordinated
. memoranda by CIA preduction offices, and charged that,
while these papers were represented as '"think pieces,! they
were actuzlly influencing policy and should be reviewed by
cther agencies. The HACIT Report in 1968 noted that DIA .
Production was often délayed or watered down by problems : ;
of resolving inter-Service differences of view but proposed '
no solution.

[ A Y

PP NT A e

(YT TN

The Schlesinger Report in 1971

o]

oting tae continuing
. uncertainty about foreign intentions despite the great increase o
in informetion collected, czlied for the refinement of evalua-
tion and improvernent in political
responsive to consumer needs. I
from a ccherently reorganized commuanity, and the following 3
steps could improve the useifulness of the intelligence product: .

-
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~-orovide for 2 .major consurner rapnrogentat
3 3 1 . - -
i the intelligence comm cturaed
cer . g
USiH oz Conszumer Council;

working methods; .
~-establish a2 Net Assessments Group at the national
level to question community hypotheas
~--provide incentives to atiract and encourzge good
analysts, better career opportunities and ways
to retain good analysts 2s analysts regardless
“of their grade levels; '

--improve research into new analytical m.e-_“odologies.
The leacdership of the community must be charged with
product improvement as a matier of the higkest o i rity.

The President's Directive of November 1971 took much the
sarne tone: ''The need for an improved inteliigence product
and for greater efficiency in the use of resources allocated to
intezlligence is urgent.'" It called for improvement in the
guality, scope and timeliness of the community's product.

The NSCIC esteblished by the directive was to give direction
‘axd guidance on naticnal substantive intelligence needs and
Provide 2 centinuing evaluation of intelligence products from
the consumer viewpoint. The directive alsc proposed that

s devoted to analysis and productiom shouild increase,
-an=lyst personnel should be upgraded and there should be

ewarding analyst careers, including the opportunity

to reach high salary levels while remaining an analyst., The

charged with preparing a comprcue isive program

e
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s Report of 1959 took note of the general

at research in CIA was inadequate, diffused and
too short-term and that there was a lack of 2 solid research
base in po?_itical and social matiers which had been blamed

sen51t1v1ty to certain trends and to the

"coc-v"c” iss of population, poverty, pollution, etc.

The work of f."ze Special Research Staff of the DDI was
Primarily concentrated on deep historical research into the
Soviet and Chinese political systems, but their papers tended
to be long, detailed and scholarly in a diffident way and
almost entirely used by fellow analysts. In general, the
Concentrztion on current problems was eating up the research
base built upover past years, leaving us with scant resources
to fzce the problems of the future or to exploit new
analyticel-techniques. He called for a thorou ugh review
loo%king t5 2 proper deployment of research tasks in -house,
externzl in the community, or to academic and think-tank

ning and the Naticnal Indicztions Centaer.
in view of the fact that providing sirategic warning is,
or cugat to be, the primary fzsk of the intelligence community

the reslative lack of discussion of warning in the reports
revizwed 1s so vh urprising.

’3"-"}, TTTT M v e
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review the Uf t‘ne g
wnich wa$§ felt to be too smzll, znd ensurve that it

racei

sen

Sch
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and/or it

represeanta 3 icies

then, there was pressure for restoration of State participa-
tion which had been withdrawn Ior budgetary reasons arcund
1950. The Long Range Plan of 1965 called for more
research in indications arnd exhortation to analysts in general
to pay attention to indicaticns in the trailic they scanned.

The Shute Report of 1557 de
he warning function and is toc diver
n it
ne

exclusively in dept‘n with
e and comprehensive
findings to be uaeful‘v discussed here., A mgest of
~eport is an annex to this report.

ot
0]

[ H
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The Bross Report in 1989 called for a recommendation
of the duties and responsibilities of the Watch Committee.
The Committee should look t imn*ovzng NIC opexrations,
including the use of ADP and modern analytic techniques,

and a dems‘on should be reachked as to whether the NIC should
be transferred to OCI in CIA or to DIA for closer contact

with the National Military Command Center.

Compartmentation and Its Effects

The dilemma between protecting sensitive information
and sources and making use cf them is an old and continuing
one. Even as early as the Joint Study Group Report in 19560
it was observed that the arbitrary barriers between SIGINT
and other forms of intelligence were impeding full use of the

SIGINT product and the Report rzcommended that compart-

ments should be reduced since they only draw attention and

do not add to security. The best soiution would be to increase

integration of all levelz of information and take sieps to

increase security on all intelligence matiers. The particular
circumstance of a shogtage of translators and the unclear-
ability of foreign-born persons under current regulations . -
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Cunningham in 1966 also observed that the emphasis

Loy 20 om =
on COmMPIrvImnen

tion was impeding the proper and selective
ion tcward one information c'cal. The

rr m

tasking of colizc

=2
Clzndestine Services, for oxa*pple, were generally unaware
of what technical collection--SIGIN nd overhead reconnaissance--

couid and did collect and not in:’requenz.ly used thier assets
unnecessarily to collect what already had beern acquired.

- The Shute Report in 1967 stressed the need in the warning
process for information on U.S. policies and operations
which could prompt Soviet reaction and noted that, while
furnisking of such information was provided for by NSC
Directive, the rule was far more honored in the breach than
in the chservation.

termdency fo overclassify. One of his major oo;ectlves was

f intelligence by realistic security policies
erclassification and overcompartmentation

of informaztion. This would require coordinaticn with the DCL
and all eiements of the community. Overcompartme atation
cauwld deny nacessary information to thoss charged with
rewviewing intelligence programs. The Fitzhugh Report teok
ncte that there were thr

e¢e major special systems and many
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¢ < rmuch mention or have been

= a5 such a poweriul solution to community problems
as better consumer feedback or guidance to the community's
e 1 ormmunity management,

B0

FIonomies, Iocusing of resources and pertinance of production
fizve been attrisuted fo any means of obtaining clearer perceptions
v what the Government really needs irom tne intelligence comumunity.
\ »
The CIA Long Range Plan in 1965 spoke of the need for more
and more frecuént briefings of the Congress and non-security agencies
cf the Executive Branch to expand the Government's awareness of

hat the community could do for decision makers.

biame for the volumes and disarray of reguirements to the failure
of consu s and the Government in general to define what was

needed from intelligence, znd the re
©of such guidance, the community ten

L
L

ort observed that, in the absence
ded to try to cover all possible
e questions by asking for answers in advance, just in case. The
irst Cunningham guideline was to define the Government's needs, and
he remeairder of his guidelines (see Section D) seem to flow from that.
Vithout a determination of what was essential to consumers, middle
ievels of management were free to order massive and indiscriminate
©overage, especially in the military. As the Cunningham Report put
it, the community's disease was not indigestion but gluttony. Much

of what the cornmunity was doing was in response to vague guidance

Or iransient interest, but in most of its work the community was
talking to itself. Leaders had been habituated to high expectations

Sut now needed to be persuaded to let the community serve them batter
By concentrating on crucial problems and fundamentals and not on the
i1ncidental or trivial. ' '

[ PR
]

cr

wd

in 1970 noted the tendency of the community
r f and to ignore the requirements of -
ds for support. The basic objective of tha

} e to get the right information to the right people
time. At the sz2me time, thiz report commented that

t seem to be any effective mechanism for intelligence

community s
. 1
their nceds. As a result the Defense intelligence
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cormunanity. The Fitzhugh Report cziled for periodic assessments
of the value of the Defense intelligence product to users outside
thre Defense Department.

The Schlesinger Report was even more forceful on the subject
>I consumer guldance. It obserwsd that the co:’ru*nu__uy s growth
zd been unplannad 2nd unguided; the ceonse r had failed to defin
his needs; t 2; -and
tie collect a 's
ineffecti y eilect c er guidance to
the community because no r ntatives of consumers sat cn the

Eoard. The Recor’:
community either through a rest
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Council to question comumunity v
product to best answer consumer needs.

~The President's Directive of November 1971 demanded that"
the responsiveness of the U.S. intelligence effort to nationzl requ uire-
ments be subject to continuing review. A rmore effective review of
intelligencz product quality and policy must be provided to the DCI,
especially by high-level nationzl consumers. The Directive established
the National Security Council Inte ence Committee to give
direction and guidance as to na tlona

™

substantive needs and provide
continuing evaluation of substantive products from the viewpoint of
tbe consumer. Other changes in the consumer-producer relationship

right be needed to achieve a more ef7ecuve reconciliation of
consuvmer demands with the limited rescurces available for intelligence
production. '

Improvement in the scope and precision of consumer guidance to
the production process would seem {o be fundamental to tightening
e the management of all intelligence processes.
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or the CS in the next five years to enanle the
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The Katzenbach Report of 1967 tra
olicy of the U.S. Government from 194 in
eginning with NSC Directive 4A of December 1947 directing
CI to undertake covert action and to ensure
.operztions were consistent with U.S. policy through liaison
with State and Defense. The definition of covert zction was
bseguently progressively refined through NSC directives,
succession of review and coordination bodies were set B
ting with the NSC 10/2 Panel in 1948, and going on
throu‘g the Psychological Strategy Board in 1951, the Operations
Coordination Board in 1953, the 10/2 Panel.aga i
in 1655 tft‘:‘: 5412 Commiyittee, later known as the
and then thz 40 Committee. Throughocut ikis k&
or submitting projects for review was th
e
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-and finally
33 Committee

1]
o
O
[aen)
Jeie
P o
(N
¢]
fu
et

R}

sensitivity of the propesal or, on occasion, th
i involived. Since the 303 Commi!

was set up, participation in covert action {CA) approval has
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val has been no mere formality--many
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But CI zl clandestinity,
consid ton self-

gene vays and timss
lor f risk and

The Lindsay Report, which was addressed to ‘he
in December 1968, noted tha‘. covert action

President-elect
by the U. S. hzd come under increasing I

public scrutiny and
that operations, acceptable in the cold war years of the
Fifties, were now more subject to criticism. & review of
the whole scope of community activities should be made
because of its size and the political risks it pose
Governrment, The President should be quickt

¥ informed of
critical aspects of covert operations and should inform
himself of their benefits, costs and controls. The President

has the right to expect CIA to recommend against projects
with a high risk of disclosure and to keep secret the activities
it has been instructed to carry out. The appiication of rigid
security would reduce substantially the number and scope

of CIA covert operations ard this would reduce risks of
exposure and Presidential problems with Congress and the
public. . ' '
Related to the matter of the direction and control of covert
_action is the question of where the covert acticn organization

" should be located. Through the years numerous prOpoAs_als
have been made to separate the CS and covert action izom

the rest of CIA. The Bross Report in 1569 noted that it would be

unlikely that the CS could function efiectively under State,

nor would the public be =zerved by pL.d:.n: the CS under Defense.
Neither State nor Defsnse would tolerate a covert arm being
established in the other. The report concluded that CIA was
appropriately staffed, experienced and competent to perform
clandestire functions under well-established policy controls

at the highest levels of government. No conceivable benefit
could result from the transfer of this function elsewhere.
Dealing with proposals to separate covert action irom

espionage and counterintelligence, the B*oxs Report mamt ined
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on estirmates prepared

k
by other departments to defend their-budgets.

As to the authority of the DCI, the Bross Report calls
or the DCI to assert more aggressively .he coordinating
authority of NSCID 5. He should reguire, in addition to
assurances of no g*‘ea risk, some positive evidence of value
and gain, with such j g ents being made by a group nct
exclusively in the Di rate of Plans.

Military Clandestine Operations

collection; CIL

The Joint Study Group Report in 1960 declar ed that
military clandestine operations must be considered with
national policy requirements and called for the military,
particulariy the Army, to improve their clandestine capabilities.
There was no view that CIA should pre-empt 211 clandestine
collection; the military clearly required clandestine operations
of their own in time of war, but their professionalism needed
improvement. The Army felt that CIA was working on only
high-level targets and was trying to teke over all clandestin

A felt the Army was competing for a limited

number of 2ssets and it had no great confidence in the Army's
operating abilities. The Report alsc noted that the Air Force
was ready to turn over its assets to CIA and that the smail
Navy efiort was no problem. .

The HACIT Report of 19:’)8 observed that the Services
insisted on having clandesiine collection assets,. but nonz o

pear

r
L
cse vere operating in denied areas, and nothing was being

th ¥
done about stav-behind operations. It noted th 2t human
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Copy cf 20 Cepics
GLCS3ARY OF ABBREVIATIONS
ADP Automeatic Data Processing
ASD(I) Ascistant Secretary of Defense (Intelligence)
Ca Covert Action
CcCP Consolidated Cryptologic Progr n--the resource
BT rector, Nztional
Se
CHP Cqnsolidated Delznse Intellige ce Program--the
azgregated Defensze rescurce program comprising
the CCP, the GDIP and the NRP, anrd z manage ed by
ALSD(1)
CitA Central Intelligence Agency
cr2 Consolidated Intellizence Program--the forrer name
of the resource program meanaged by the Direcior,
Defense Intelligence Agency--now called the
General Defense Intelligence Program :
COMINT ‘Communications Intelligence )
CsS : The Clzndestine Services (of CIA)
CssS ‘ Central Secur ty Service
D1 - E . Directoxr of Cent al Intelligence :
- DCID Director of Central Intelligence Directive
DDI : Deputy Director for Intelligence in CIA~
DDI Director of Defense Intelligence (in the Froehlke and
' ' Fitzhugh Reports) : . o
DDR&E Director of Defense Research and anzneerlng
DA ' Defense Intelligence Agency
BOD . Department of Defense
EIINT Electronic Intelligence
GDIP General Defense Intelligence Program of DIA
HaCIT House Appropriztions Committee Investig ative Team (1008)
2 Bureau of Inteiligence and Research, Department of State
IRaC . Intelligence Resources Advisory Committee '
JC3 _ Joint Chiefs of Stafi
NIC ' National Indications Center
NIPE _ \auona’ Intelligence Programs Evaluzation
NIZEB . National Inteliigence Resources Board
NEIC National Photographic Interpretation Center
NRO National Reconnaissance Office -
NZP National Reconrnaissance Program, managed by the

Director, NRO : T
National Security Agency
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GLOS3ARY OF ABBREVIATIONS (Con £

Netioznal Security Council

Maticznzl Security Council Intelligence Committee
Nationzl Security Council Intelligence Directive
Cifice ¢f Management and Budzet

President's rcreign Intellizence Advisory Board
Phosto interpreiztion or photo interpreter

O
(¢4

rvice Crypiologic Agencies--collective term
for the Army Security Agency, Air Force Security
Service and Naval Security Group

Signals Intelligence--ccllective term for communica-
tions intelligence and electronic intelligence

Unified and Specified Commands

lligence Board
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